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The Moderating Effect of Type of Deviance on the
Relationships among Gender, Morality,
Deviant Peers, and Deviance
Miyuki Fukushima Tedor
Cleveland State University, Cleveland, Ohio, USA

Empirical research indicates that males are not only more likely to associate with deviant friends,
but are also more strongly affected by such association than females. Literature to date also finds
that the gendered effect of deviant association is explained by the gender difference in morality, such
that weaker morality leaves males more susceptible to the effect of deviant association. This study
replicates previous research but goes further by utilizing unique self-reported data (N = 502) that
contains 15 deviant behaviors and examines how the type of deviance moderates relationships among
gender, morality, deviant association, and deviance.

Although gender is one of the most consistent and strongest correlates of deviance, this rela
tionship has historically been ignored. Naffine (1996) posits that as the scientific approach
became prominent in criminology, the object of inquiry became un-gendered so that the mas
culine nature of crime—the fact that males are more deviant than females—was left unexamined.
Criminology’s lack of attention to gender is paradoxical because it is gender’s strong, persis
tent, and near-universal correlation with crime that makes this relationship an uninteresting fact.
Within mainstream criminology, therefore, gender has either been ignored, when females are
excluded, or treated with little theoretical significance, when females are added merely as a
control variable in the analysis (Chesney-Lind 2006). Although there is a renewed interest in
gender in recent years (e.g., Hagan, Gills, and Simpson 1985; Messerschmidt 1993; Zahn et al.
2010), Chesney-Lind (2006) contends that the lack of attention to gender within the mainstream
criminological research continues (see also Sharp and Hefley 2007).
There are two dominant views on how to integrate gender into criminology research. Feminist
scholars argue for more gender-focused theories of crime since causal factors might vary by gen
der (e.g., Belknap and Holsinger 2006; Bottcher 2001; Chesney-Lind 1989. 2006; Chesney-Lind
and Pasko 2013; Daly 1994; Daly and Chesney-Lind 1988). This is undeniably an important theoretical extension to the field, but is beyond the scope of the current analysis. The Other approach
contends that both genders share similar causal factors (Daigle, Cullen, and Wright 2007;
Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; Smith 1979; Smith and Paternoster 1987). This type of research

generally applies extant theories of crime as an explanation for the gender gap in crime. From this
perspective, theoretical variables purportedly affect: (1) the gender gap in criminality ( through the
gendered exposure to the theoretical variables and/or the gendered effect of the exposure to the
theoretical variables); (2) the gender gap in opportunity to commit crime; or (3) both gender gaps
in criminality and opportunity to commit crime (see Jensen 2003 for a review on this issue).
Of importance for this study is the first aspect: focusing on the gender difference in criminal
ity as an explanation for the gender gap in criminal offending. Numerous empirical studies find
that males are not only more exposed to criminogenic factors (gendered exposure) but also are
more strongly affected by such exposure (gendered effect of the exposure), thereby explaining
their higher overall deviance as compared to females. The patterns are found at the micro-level
applying various theoretical variables (Alarid, Burton, and Cullen 2000; Broidy and Agnew 1997;
Heimer and De Coster 1999; Mears, Ploeger, and Warr 1998; Morash 1986; Piquero et al. 2005)
as well as at the macro-level (e.g., Steffensmeier 2000, who found that the structural criminogenic
factors had stronger effects on male crime rates than on female crime rates; also see Steffensmeier
and Haynie 2000). At the micro-level applying a variable from social learning theory, both Mears
et al. (1998) and Piquero et al. (2005) found that in addition to males having more delinquent
friends than females (gendered exposure), males’ delinquency is more strongly affected by delinquent associations than females’ delinquency (gendered effect of the exposure). The gendered
effect of the exposure to delinquent friends was explained by the gender difference in morality in
Mears et al. (1998) and morality and the perception of the certainty and severity of punishment
in Piquero et al. (2005).
This study replicates these two studies but goes several steps further. First, although the two
studies examined only a few deviant behaviors, this study utilizes unique self-report data that
include a set of fifteen deviant behaviors to measure respondents’ own and their perceptions
of friends’ deviance. The utilization of various deviant behaviors allows the study to take into
account the different possible dimensions of deviance and the conditional effect that the type of
deviance might have on the gendered effect of deviant association on one’s own deviance. Second,
this study also examines morality as a possible explanation for the gendered effect of association
on deviance, replicating the previous two studies. Unlike specific measures of morality used in
the two studies, however, this study utilizes general measures of morality that more appropriately
capture social learning theory’s conceptualization of morality—one based on respondents’ views
concerning rule breaking in general and the other based on respondents’ religiosity.

GENDER AND DEVIANCE
There is a strong agreement across disciplines that one of the most consistent correlates in
criminology is gender. The gender gap in crime is criminology’s most trusted finding, true
irrespective of the types of data and over time and space (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990), and
shown in numerous empirical studies (Heidensohn 2002; Hindelang 1979; Hindelang, Hirschi,
and Weis 1979; Schwartz et al. 2009; Steffensmeier and Allan 1995, 1996; Steffensmeier, Allan,
and Streifel 1989; Steffensmeier and Streifel 1991; Wilson and Hernstein 1985).
Women and men differ overall in terms of both rates and patterns of crime offending and
victimization. Males commit crimes at higher rates than females (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990;
Steffensmeier et al. 1989). The size of the gender gap, however, is not constant but differs by

the types of offense. Overall, the more serious, violent, and strongly condemned the behavior,
the wider the gender gap in offending/victimization (Daly 1998; Steffensmeier and Allan 1996;
Steffensmeier and Streifel 1991; Sutherland, Cressey, and Lukenbill 1992). This pattern is found
using different types of data (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 1981), across cultures and societies
(Heidensohn 2002), and with deviant behaviors (Tittle and Paternoster 2000).
Although there are gender differences in terms of rates and patterns of crime, past studies
nevertheless find considerable overlaps in the correlates of criminality across gender (e.g., Sheley
2000; Smith and Paternoster 1987; see Steffensmeier and Allan 1996 for a review). For instance,
both male and female incarcerated populations are more likely to be racial/ethnic minorities,
poor, and have a lower level of education (Chesney-Lind and Shelden 2004; Steffensmeier and
Allan 1995). Additionally, the rates of crime often respond to the same structural forces over time
and place for both genders (Steffensmeier 2000; Steffensmeier and Allan 1988; Steffensmeier
et al. 1989), including the level of poverty, unemployment, and other characteristics of social
disorganization (Steffensmeier and Haynie 2000).
The gender overlaps in criminality provide some legitimacy in applying the traditional theo
ries of crime as explanations for female crimes, albeit most traditional theories are developed with
male crime in mind. Indeed, empirical studies often find that traditional theories of crime are ade
quate in explaining crime and delinquency of females (Smith and Paternoster 1987; Steffensmeier
and Allan 1995), such that theoretical variables explain females’ engagement in crime equally as
well as that of males’, although they often fail to explain fully the gender gap in crime.
Other studies, however, have found that some theoretical variables have a gendered effect on
deviance, such that these variables explain deviant behaviors of one gender more effectively than
those of the other gender (e.g., Alarid et al. 2000; Heimer and De Coster 1999; Mears et al. 1998;
Morash 1986; Piquero et al. 2005). The primary focus of this study is the purported gendered
effect of an important theoretical variable from social learning theory, association with deviant
peers, on deviance. Several empirical studies found that this social learning variable exerts sig
nificantly stronger effects on male deviance than on female deviance (Mears et al. 1998; Piquero
et al. 2005).

SOCIAL LEARNING THEORY AND GENDER

Since Burgess and Akers’ (1966) revisions to Sutherland’s (1939) differential association theory,
social learning theory has been considered one of the most important theories of crime (see Akers
and Jensen 2008 for a review of the current state of this theory). At the center of this theory
is the concept of “differential association,” which refers to the interaction with others where
learning of a certain behavior takes place. Empirical research consistently finds that association
with delinquent peers is one of the best predictors of delinquency (Warr 2002).
What distinguishes social learning theory from other theoretical perspectives is its assump
tion that crime is learned, and learned through the process of social interaction. Because of its
emphasis on social interaction, especially within an intimate group, Warr (2002) contends that
social learning theory might be the key to explaining the gender gap in deviance. Empirical stud
ies show some evidence to support this contention; for instance, a number of studies find that
boys are more likely than girls to have delinquent friends (e.g., Jensen 2003; Liu and Kaplan
1999; Morash 1986) or have friends who have a more favorable attitude toward delinquency

(e.g., Simons, Miller, and Aigner 1980). These studies suggest that the gender gap in criminality
might be due to males’ higher exposure to a criminogenic factor, namely delinquent friends.
Furthermore, numerous studies found that males are not only more exposed to delinquent
friends but also more strongly affected by such delinquent association than females. Johnson
(1979), for instance, found that though association with delinquent peers was the most important
variable predicting delinquency of both genders, the association had a stronger delinquency
inducing effect on male delinquency than female delinquency. This finding contradicts the
belief that relationships are more important for females than males, as noted by Gilligan (1982),
which would suggest a stronger peer influence on behaviors and beliefs of females than of
males. Johnson’s (1979) finding is not unique, however, as a number of subsequent empirical
studies found similar results. Smith and Paternoster (1987), for instance, found that deviant peer
association had a stronger influence on males’ marijuana use than on females’ marijuana use.
Similarly, Daigle et al. (2007) and Lowe, May, and Elrod (2008) found that while the association
with delinquent peers increased delinquency of boys, it did not affect delinquency of girls. These
studies, therefore, suggest that the gender gap in criminality might also be explained by the
gendered effect of the exposure to a criminogenic factor like association with delinquent friends,
such that male criminality is more susceptible to the detrimental effect of such association than
female criminality.
It should be noted, however, that not all empirical studies found a stronger effect of exposure
to delinquent friends on male delinquency compared to female delinquency. For instance, a study
conducted in rural France by Hartjen and Priyadarsini (2003) found that although the association
with delinquent peers had a significant positive effect on delinquency of both genders, there was
no gender difference in the strength of the effect of such delinquent association. Using the data
collected among a nationally representative sample of young adults in the United States, Preston
(2006) found a stronger effect of peers’ drug use on females’ drug use compared to males’ drug
use. Zimmerman and Messner (2010) also found a stronger effect of exposure to friends’ violent
behaviors on females’ violent offending than males’. Finally, using data from the Netherlands,
Weerman and Hoeve (2012) found that the effect of peers on delinquency was similar for girls and
boys, although the characteristics of delinquent association vary by gender. The review of exact
research indicates that it is premature at this point to draw a conclusion regarding the gendered
effect of deviant association because of a lack of systematic replications of the empirical test of
the issue, also noted by Piquero et al. (2005). In addition to the systematic replications, moreover,
the review of literature also indicates that further research is needed that identifies factors that
would explain the mixed results. Therefore, one of the main objectives of this study is to examine
one possible factor, the type of deviant behaviors, and how it might moderate the gendered effect
of association on deviance.
Furthermore, additional research is needed that examines the process of the gendered effect
of the exposure to delinquent peers. Indeed the review of literature found only two empirical
studies that went beyond a mere examination of the gendered effect of association to offer an
explanation why such gendered effect might exist. Mears et al. (1998) applied Gilligan’s (1982)
theory of gendered moral development and found that females’ stronger moral orientation against
delinquency inhibited delinquency, making females less susceptible to the effect of the delinquent
association. Piquero et al. (2005) applied internal and external constraints (i.e., moral beliefs and
severity and certainty of legal sanctions ). Somewhat contrary to Mears et al. (1998), Piquero et al.
(2005) found that the gendered effect of association with delinquent friends varies depending

on the levels of internal and external constraints and the moderating effect of morality on the
relationship between delinquent association and delinquency is similar across gender. Another
objective of this study is to replicate the two studies and examine morality as an explanation
for the gendered effect of deviant association on deviance. This study, however, utilizes general
measures of morality that more appropriately capture social learning theory’s conceptualization
of morality than those used in the previous two studies.

CURRENT STUDY
It is both paradoxical and unfortunate that the lack of attention to gender within the mainstream
criminological research continues because as one of the most consistent and strongest correlates
of crime, gender might be a key to understanding crime and delinquency. This study contributes
to the gender-focused empirical research in criminology through an examination of the gendered
effect of the exposure to one of the most popular theoretical variables in criminology, delinquent
association. While some studies found a gendered effect of the exposure to delinquent association,
such that males are significantly more susceptible to the effect of delinquent association compared
to females, only two empirical studies went beyond merely establishing the gendered effect to
provide an explanation why such gendered effect might exist. This study replicates the studies by
Piquero et al. (2005) and Mears et al. (1998) but goes several steps further.
First, though studies consistently find that the gender gap varies depending on the type of
deviance, the two studies examined only one or two deviant behaviors (e.g., vandalism and minor
theft in Piquero et al. 2005 and minor theft in Mears et al. 1998). It is possible that the gendered
effect of the association with deviant peers exists only for some types of deviance and that no such
gendered effect exists for other types of deviance, thus providing an explanation for the mixed
results across studies. This study takes into account the possible dimensionality of deviance using
fifteen different types of deviant behaviors and corresponding deviant association measures and
examines whether the gendered effect of association with deviant peers exists in any type or only
in some types of deviant behaviors.
Studies from developmental psychology provide support to the importance of taking into
account the dimensionality of deviance, especially when examined across gender. Consistent
with Gilligan’s (1982) argument that boys are socialized to be more competitive and to foster
instrumental goals while girls are socialized to foster expressive and relational goals, Crick and
Grotpeter (1995), for instance, found that upon encountering similar relationship problems, boys
tend to resort to more overt and physical forms of aggression toward others (e.g., punching) and
girls tend to resort to more covert and relational forms of aggression toward others (e.g., spread
ing negative rumors). Furthermore, Crick, Bigbee, and Howes (1996) found that children in their
study perceived covert relational aggression as equally harmful as overt aggression. The stud
ies by Crick and her colleagues, therefore, indicate that upon experiencing a similar situational
inducer, males and females react and express their aggression through different deviant behaviors.
Among major theories of deviance, Agnew’s general strain theory (GST) in particular empha
sizes the dimensionality of deviance and the possibility that theoretical variables might have
varying effects on deviance, depending on the type of deviant behaviors. According to Agnew
(2006:194), a specific strain might lead to a specific type of deviance, rather than a general strain
leading to a general deviance, since “different strains may lead to different emotions, and different

emotions may be conducive to different types of crime.” Applying this idea further to the relationship between gender and deviance. Broidy and Agnew (1997) posit that not only might females
and males experience different types of strains, they might also experience different emotional
responses to the same strain that would result in different types of deviant behaviors, as was
found in the studies by Crick and her colleagues. In support of their argument, while examining two types of deviant behaviors (general delinquency, which is more common among males,
and eating disorders, which is more common among females). Sharp, Brewster, and Love (2005)
found that males and females differed in how negative emotions that result from a certain strain
led to these two types of deviant behaviors. In other words, there was a gendered effect of strain on
deviance, much like the gendered effect of the association with delinquent peers on delinquency,
but it varied depending on the type of deviant behaviors.
Past studies consistently find that males and females exhibit their criminality differently
through engagement in different types of deviant behaviors. Ignoring this gender difference and
examining only a few deviant behaviors that are more prevalent among males, like the previ
ous two studies, might prevent us from understanding fully the relationship between gender and
deviance. Males and females might engage in different types of deviant behaviors because of the
gender difference in deviant association, such that corresponding variations in the gender gap in
deviant association may exist depending on the type of deviant behaviors. For instance, the larger
gender difference in serious deviance may be explained by a correspondingly larger gender dif
ference in serious deviance association, while the smaller gender difference in minor deviance
may be explained by a correspondingly smaller gender difference in minor deviance association.
Furthermore, the variation in the gender gap in deviance across types of deviant behavior may also
be explained by the gender difference in the effect of deviant association across different types
of deviance. For instance, the effect of serious deviance association may be weaker on female
deviance compared to male deviance, as some studies found, while the effect of minor deviance
association may be the same for the deviance of both genders. In other words, the expected
gendered effect of deviant association might not be consistent but vary depending on the type of
deviant behaviors examined, as noted by GST and the studies by Crick and her colleagues. The
mixed results revealed with the literature review that tested social learning theory as an expla
nation of the gender gap in deviance or the gendered effect of its theoretical variables might,
therefore, be due to variations in the type of deviant behaviors these studies examined. Taking
this into account, this study considers the possible dimensionality of deviance and examines how
such dimensionality might moderate the expected gendered effect of deviant peers on deviance.
Second, previous studies created morality measures that are specific to the deviant behaviors
they examined: Piquero et al. (2005:259) asked the question “How wrong do you think it is for
someone to [act]?” and Mears et al. (1998:255) asked the question “How wrong do you think it
is for someone your age to [act]?” In both studies, the “act” refers to the specific delinquent act
used to measure respondents’ own delinquency involvement (e.g., vandalism and minor theft for
Piquero et al. and minor theft for Mears et al.). These specific morality measures are essentially
the measures of the theoretical concept, “the specific definition,” in Akers’ social learning theory
(Akers and Sellers 2012:83). This is potentially problematic for social learning theory given its
premise that it is the differential association that affects specific definitions, rather than the other
way around.
On the other hand, this study utilizes general measures of morality that more appropriately
capture social learning theory’s conceptualization of morality or “the general definition” (Akers

and Sellers 2012:83). Morality conceptualized generally in this study is an enduring individual
characteristic that is developed over time and can affect not only with whom one interacts but also
“specific definitions” or one’s views toward specific deviant behaviors. Unlike the specific moral
ity measures used in the previous two studies, therefore, our general morality measures would not
contradict social learning theory’s premise regarding the effects among association, definitions,
and subsequent deviance. For this study, one general morality measure was created based on
respondents’ levels of agreement with five statements concerning rule breaking in general, includ
ing for instance “it is alright to get around the law when you can get away with it” (see Table 1
for a complete list of statements). This study also includes a measure of religiosity, which Akers
and Sellers (2012:83) consider as also a kind of “the general definition” along with morality, and
was created based on respondents’ frequency of participating in religious activities.
As previous studies noted, the gender difference in morality may play an important role in
explaining the gendered effect of association on deviance. Empirical research supports Gillligan’s
(1982) argument concerning the gender difference in moral development; for instance, Beutel
and Marini (1995) found that females, as compared to males, are more likely to show concern
for others’ well being, be less concerned with material benefits, and consider finding importance
in the meaning of life important. The last point is especially pertinent to explaining the gender
difference in religiosity. Past research finds that females are more likely to consider religion to be
an important part of their lives, be more committed to religion, and be more likely to participate
in religious activities than males (e.g., Batson and Ventis 1982; Bensen, Donahue, and Erickson
1989; Caplow, Bahr, and Chadwick 1983; Cornwall 1989; Stark and Bainbridge 1985).
Furthermore, general morality measures used in this study might explain the difference in the
gendered effect of deviant association across the type of deviance. If the strength of the effect of
deviant association varies depending on the type of deviance, then such gender difference might
be explained by the gender difference in morality. For example, deviant association might not
increase serious deviance but increase minor deviance for females, while it increases both types
of deviance for males. In other words, stronger morality of females could prevent the effect of
deviant association only on more serious deviance but not on less serious deviance. Indeed, past
studies that examined religiosity’s effect on deviance suggest that its preventive effect against
deviance varies depending on the type of deviance. For instance, Burkett and White (1974) found
that religiosity plays a much more important role in preventing behaviors that concern pleasure
and that are less strongly condemned (e.g., drinking and sex) than behaviors that are morally
unambiguous and more strongly condemned by society (e.g., murder and rape). Similarly, morality’s preventive effect against deviant association might vary depending on the type of deviance.
Using these two general morality measures that more appropriately capture social learning theory’s conceptualization of morality or “the general definition,” this study replicates the studies
by Piquero et al. (2005) and Mears et al. (1998). This study examines specifically how the gender
difference in morality could explain the expected gendered effect of deviant association, while
taking into account the moderating effect of the dimensionality of deviance.

DATA AND MEASURES
Data for this study are based on a self-reported survey of 504 undergraduate students enrolled in
a major state university in the Southwest with a student population of around 22,000. The mean

TABLE 1
Percentages and Factor Loadings of Deviance and Morality Items

Factor Loading
Items
Deviance
(1) Destroyed property that did not belong to
you.
(2) Stolen something worth $5.00 or less.
(3) Stolen something worth more then $5.00.
(4) Hurt someone badly enough that they
needed bandages or a doctor.
(5) Smoked cigarettes or used tobacco.
(6) Engaged in sexual relations with
someone you did not consider to be your
boyfriend/girlfriend.
(7) Gambled illegally.
(8) Drank Alcohol.
(9) Used Marijuana.
(10) Used other illegal drugs.
(11) Driven without a seatbelt.
(12) Exceeded the speed limit by 15 mph
(20 km/hr) or more.
(13) Ridden a motorcycle without a helmet.
(14) Sold drugs.
(15) Driven a car or motorcycle after drinking
more than one drink.
Morality
(1) To get ahead, you have to do some things
that are not right.
(2) The person who leaves the keys in the car
is about as much to blame for its theft as
the person who steals it.
(3) It is alright to get around the law if you
can get away with it.
(4) Most things people call delinquency do
not really hurt anyone.
(5) People should let other people do what
they want to do as long as nobody gets
hurt even if it is against the law.

Percentage

Intemperance

Illegal

28.7%

0.597

28.7%
13.5%
10.6%

0.850
0.858

47.0%
37.3%

24.1%
83.5%
32.7%
10.2%
67.1%
86.9%
10.8%
5.6%
48.6%

Drug

Serious

0.647
0.717
0.597

0.612
0.823
0.607
0.858
0.491
0.509
0.685

0.843

0.729

71.9%

0.674

71.1%

0.302

82.5%

0.815

75.3%

0.788

79.9%

0.764

For deviant behaviors, the percentage refers to the percentage of those who have ever engaged in the deviant behaviors
(including those who “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” and “almost always” engaged in the behaviors. For morality, the
percentage refers to the percentage of those who “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with the statements.

age of the sample is 19.68 and 91% are twenty-one years old or younger. Although this sample
is non-random, it does correspond to the university population in the distribution of race and
ethnicity with 74% being whites but not for gender. While 57% of the respondents in the survey
are female, only 49% of the university student population at the time of survey administration
was female, although data provided by the provost of the university indicate that the incoming

freshman class for the year the survey was administered was 52% female. After eliminating two
cases with missing gender, the analyses were conducted on the data from 502 respondents. All
other missing cases were imputed with either the mean or the mode calculated separately for the
corresponding gender.
Control Variables

Besides gender (males =1), the analyses controlled for three socio-demographic variables mea
suring age, race, and SES. The distribution of age was positively skewed (s.k. = 2.97), thus five
students older than 25 were recoded to 25, and this variable was treated as an interval-ratio vari
able. Race is a dummy variable, where whites were coded 1 and all others were coded 0. Finally,
SES is a dummy variable based on parents’ highest educational levels, wherein respondents who
had at least one parent with a college degree or higher were coded 1 (61.8% of the respondents).
Deviance
Regarding fifteen deviant behaviors, respondents were asked, “How often have you engaged in
the behavior in the past year?’’ Answer choices ranged from “never” (=0) to “almost always”
(=4). Table 1 shows a list of fifteen deviant behaviors along with the percentage of those who
have ever engaged in each of the fifteen behaviors. A factor analysis of the fifteen deviant
behaviors indicated four factors (see Table 1 for the factor loadings based on Varimax rotation).
Reliability analysis showed that the reliability of the four factors were moderate (alphas = 0.792,
0.760, 0.805, and 0.639, respectively). Four deviance scales were created by summing the zscore transformations of items loading on each of the four factors. Although these four scales
do not necessarily show four clear deviance groups, based on a general characteristic shared by
most of the items loading to each factors, the four scales were named intemperance deviance
(SD = 3.14), illegal deviance (SD = 2.47), drug deviance (SD = 2.54), and serious deviance
(SD = 3.20), respectively. These scale names were chosen for the ease of interpreting the results,
and thus, there are conceptual overlaps of behaviors across scales (e.g., “exceeding speed limit”),
which is a component of serious deviance, is an illegal behavior.

Deviant Association
The variables measuring association with deviant friends were created based on respondents’
answers to the question “In your opinion, how many of your close friends engaged in the behav
ior in the past year?” The question was asked regarding each of the identical fifteen deviant
behaviors as those asked about the respondent. Response choices ranged from “none of them”
(=0) to “almost all of them” (=3). The factor analysis of the fifteen deviant association items
produced factors that differed slightly from those for deviance. I decided to create four deviant
association scales that matched the four deviance scales to allow an interpretation of results in a
theoretically meaningful way and to examine whether a theoretical scale matching a deviance
scale explains the deviant behavior more effectively than do un-matching theoretical scales.
Four deviant association scales were created by summing the z-score transformations of items

matching those for respondents’ own deviance scales and heretofore called intemperance asso
ciation (SD = 3.22), illegal association (SI) = 2.60), drug association (SD = 2.55), and serious
association (SD = 3.44).

Morality
Two variables measuring morality were created for this study. The first morality measure was
created based on respondents’ views on five statements regarding breaking laws. The answer categories ranged from “strongly agree” (= 0) to “strongly disagree” (= 3), and each item was coded
so that a higher value indicated stronger moral beliefs. Table 1 shows a list of five morality statements along with the percentage of those who indicated either “strongly disagree” or “disagree”
to each of the five statements. The factor analysis of the five morality items indicated a single
factor solution (see Table 1 for the factor loadings based on Varimax rotation) with an alpha of
0.711. The second item on the list was, however, removed from the morality scale since the alpha
was increased by 0.057. A morality scale was created by summing the z-score transformations of
the four remaining items. The second morality measure, religiosity, is an ordinal variable measuring respondents’ frequency of participating in religious activities, ranging from “never” (= 0) to
“more than one time per week” (= 4). Overall, 21.3% of the respondents indicated that they never
participate in religious activities, and about 37% indicated that they attend religious activities at
least once a week.

ANALYSIS RESULTS
Rather than four separate General Linear Model (GLM) models (one for each of four deviance
scales), a Multivariate General Linear Model (MGLM) was used for this study because dependent
variables were significantly correlated with each other. Findings from separate GLM models may
be redundant and correlation would make it difficult to separate out the individual effects. Using
MGLM, the correlations among dependent variables are accounted for, and relationships between
independent and dependent variables can be separated. Another reason why MGLM is preferred
over GLM in this study is that MGLM controls the family-wise error rates, or the increased odds
of finding an independent variable significant because of the repeated use of the same sample of
data. In this study, multivariate normality can be assumed due to the normality assumption being
valid for each of the independent variables, and all multivariate and univariate models discussed in
this study were significant at the 0.05 significance level. Additionally, though tables do not show
full equations, all analyses were fully specified with controls for age, race, and SES. Finally,
all models were reanalyzed using separate GLM models with collinearity diagnostics to test for
a multicollinearity because SPSS does not run collinearity diagnostics for MGLM. All models
reported were with variables that had variance inflation factors (VIFs) of less than 4.0, which is
less than the rule of thumb commonly used (O’Brien 2007). In fact, most models had variables
with VIFs less than 2.5, lower the standard discussed in Allison (1999). The inclusion of all four
association scales at once or two morality measures at once, moreover, did not produce VIFs
greater than 2.5. The only models with VIFs above 2.5 were those with interaction terms (see
Tables 3 and 4), and nevertheless, most interaction terms and their direct measures had variables
with VIFs less than 3.5.

In the following, I report the analyses conducted across four types of deviance on: (1) the
gender gap in deviance; (2) the gender gap in deviance explained through (a) the gendered exposure to deviant association and (b) the gendered effect of the exposure to deviant association;
and, finally, (3) the gender difference in how morality moderates the effect of exposure to deviant
association on deviance.

Gender Gap in Deviance and Deviant Association
I first examined the gender gap in deviance by regressing deviance on gender and three control
variables (see the model for deviance in Table 2). The results indicate that males are signifi
cantly more deviant than females for all four types of deviance. Consistent with the past research,
moreover, the gender gap is wider in more strongly condemned deviance (illegal and serious
deviance) than in less strongly condemned deviance (intemperance and drug deviance). Next, I
examined the gender gap in deviant association by regressing deviant association on gender and
three control variables (see the model for deviant association in Table 2). The results for deviant
association look identical to those for deviance, with males being significantly more exposed to
deviant peers who engage in all four types of deviance. Once again, the gender gap is wider in
illegal and serious association than in intemperance and drug association.

Gender Gap in Deviance Explained by Deviant Association
The similarity between deviance and deviant association in terms of how gender relates to them
overall led to a prediction that the gender variation in deviant association can account for the

TABLE 2
Multivariate General Linear Model Regressing Deviance and Deviant Association on Gender and Three
Control Variables, N = 502
Deviant association

Deviance

Type of deviance
Intemperance
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Adj. R2
Illegal
Intercept
Gender (Males =1)
Adj. R2
Drug
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Adj. R2
Serious
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Adj. R2

B

P

SE

t

B

P

SE

t

-6.394
1.101
0.052

**
***

2.002
0.279

-3.193
3.947

-1.520
0.974
0.024

**

2.084
0.290

-0.729
3.357

***

1.535
0.213

-0.546
7.568

1.888
1.832
0.115

***

1.599
0.223

1.181
8.224

-6.984
0.728
0.053

***
**

1.622
0.226

-4.306
3.223

-0.764
0.904
0.024

***

1.652
0.230

-0.462
3.930

-5.592
2.437
0.172

**
***

1.906
0.265

-2.934
9.180

-3.858
2.191
0.109

***

2.123
0.296

-1.817
7.409

-0.837
1.614
0.100

*p < .05; **p < .01: ***p < .001. All significance tests are two-tailed tests. All models include controls for age, SES,
and race.

gender variation in deviance. To examine this, four association scales were added all at once
to the model with deviance regressed on gender and three control variables (see Model 1 for
the combined sample in Table 3). The results indicated that deviant association explains more
effectively the gender gap in less strongly condemned deviance (intemperance and drug deviance')
than in more strongly condemned deviance (illegal and serious deviance), as the effect of gender
was reduced significantly in the former two equations while gender remained significant and
strong on the latter two equations. In fact, drug association explained away the gender gap in
drug deviance.
Furthermore, our results in Table 3 overall provide some support to the contention that the
matching theoretical variable has a stronger effect on deviance than do un-matching theoretical
variables. In other words, though any deviant association measures would capture an individual’s
overall level of association with deviant friends, an individual’s engagement in drug deviance, for
instance, is affected more strongly by his/her association with peers who engage in drug deviance
than in other types of deviant behaviors. I found that the matching deviant association scale not
only had the strongest effect but was the only association scale significant in explaining deviance,
except for the significant effects of drug and serious association on intemperance deviance.
The Gendered Effect of Deviant Association

The gendered effect of deviant association was examined next by entering an interaction term
between gender and each of the deviant association measures that were significant in the previous model (see Model 2 for the combined sample in Table 3). To interpret easily the significant
interaction effects. Table 3 also shows the model separated by gender. Overall, I found that
there was a gendered effect of deviant association on intemperance, drug, and serious deviance
but not on illegal deviance. Results overall indicate that deviant association does not always
exert a significantly stronger effect on male deviance than female deviance, and the direction
of the gendered effect varies depending on the type of deviance, offering a possible explanation
why past studies found inconsistent results with regard to the gendered effect of association on
deviance.
Model 3 shows that while intemperance association had a significant positive effect for both
genders, there was no significant gender difference in the strength of the effect of this associa
tion on intemperance deviance. In addition to the significant effect of intemperance association.
females also experienced a significant positive effect of drug association and a significant neg
ative effect of serious association on intemperance deviance, resulting in the significance of
the interaction terms between gender and drug association and between gender and serious
association on intemperance deviance. The aberrant effects of drug and serious association
on intemperance deviance found in Model 1, therefore, were solely due to these associations’
significant effects among females.
Model 3 shows that the only association measures with the expected gendered effect of
deviant association were drug and serious association, thereby confirming past studies. While
both drug and serious association had a significant positive effect on drug and serious deviance,
respectively, for both genders, the effect of these association measures were felt significantly
more strongly among males than females. The results presented in Table 3 overall support our
contention that the gendered effect of deviant association may vary depending on the type of
deviance.

TABLE 3
Multivariate General Linear Model Regressing Deviance on Gender, Three Control Variables1, Deviant Association, and Interaction Terms Between Gender and
Each of the Deviant Association Scales for the Combined Sample and Males and Females Separately
Combined
(N = 502)

Type ofdeviance

Intemperance
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Intemperance Association
Illegal Association
Drug Association
Serious Association
Gender x Drug Association
Gender x Serious Association
Adj. R2
Illegal
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Intemperance Association
Illegal Association
Drug Association
Serious Association
Adj. R2
Drug
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Intemperance Association
Illegal Association
Drug Association
Serious Association
Gender x Drug Association
Adj. R2

Females
(n = 288)

Males
(n = 214)

Model 2

Model 1

SE

t

B

P

SE

t

2.547

-1.792

-5.439

**

1.712

-3.177

0.078

7.408

0.571

***

0.052

11.074

0.082
0.062

0.456
0.545

0.348
-0.197

***
***

0.066
0.047

5.276
-4.164

*

1.402

-2.571

***

0.040

12.052

B

P

SE

t

B

P

SE

t

B

-5.817
0.473
0.587
0.055
0.160
-0.087

***
*
***

1.497
0.223
0.045
0.053
0.054
0.041

-3.885
2.118
12.904
1.036
2.940
-2.012

-5.596
0.526
0.573

** *
*
** *

1.468
0.215
0.045

-3.812
2.443
12.764

-4.565

0.340
-0.195
-0.299
0.234
0.494

** *
***
**
**

0.071
0.054
0.090
0.070

4.785
-3.643
-3.339
3.350

0.037
0.034

-6.568
0.177

** *

1.282
0.181

-5.124
0.975

-9.779

***

2.333

-4.192

-3.605

0.479

** *

0.049

9.753

0.702

***

0.059

11.870

0.479

0.227
0.408

**

0.070

3.266

**
*

0.481
-1.945
0.861
0.044
0.474
0.004
-0.074
0.298

-6.970
0.180
-0.029
0.088
0.610
-0.063

0.401

***
***

***

***

1.366
0.204
0.041
0.048
0.050
0.038

-1.424
4.226
1.054
9.808
0.088
-1.959

1.303
0.194
0.040
0.046
0.047
0.036

-5.348
0.925
-0.720
1.917
12.875
-1.750

0.579

P

***

0.414

0.429

0.552

0.343

(Continued)

TABLE 3
(Continued)
Combined
(N = 502)

Type of deviance

Serious
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Intemperance Association
Illegal Association
Drug Association
Serious Association
Gender x Serious Association
Adj. R2

B

P

SE

t

B

P

SE

t

B

-3.968
1.221
0.011
0.105
-0.028
0.473

*
***

1.580
0.236
0.048
0.056
0.057
0.043

--2.512
5.180
0.238
1.883
--0.483
10.903

-3.627
1.303

*
** *

1.549
0.227

-2.342
5.754

-3.770

0.374
0.252
0.457

** *
***

0.049
0.065

7.659
3.857

0.617

0.443

***

Females
(n = 288)

Males
(n = 214)

Model 2

Model 1

p

***

SE

t

B

2.942

-1.282

-2.732

0.056

11.103

0.375

0.403

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. All significance tests are two-tailed tests. All models include controls for age, SES, and race.

0.266

P

***

SE

t

1.568

-1.742

0.037

10.251

The Moderating Effect of Morality
In the final series of analyses, I examined first the gender difference in both morality and reli
giosity. the effects of morality and religiosity on deviance, the effects of morality and religiosity
on deviance controlling for deviant association, and the interaction effects between morality and
deviant association and between religiosity and deviant association on deviance. Finally, in the
last model. I took into account the gender difference in morality as a moderating effect explaining
the gendered effect of deviant association on deviance found in Table 3.
First. I examined the gender difference in morality using the Ordinary Least Squares regres
sion. and morality and religiosity were regressed separately on gender and three control variables
(results not shown). As expected, the result showed that males hold a significantly weaker moral
ity than females (B = -0.256. p < .001); on the other hand, contrary to our expectation, there was
no significant gender difference in religiosity.
Then, I regressed deviance on gender, three control variables, and both morality and religiosity
(results not shown) and then added deviant association to the model (see Model 1 for the combined sample in Table 4). I first included all association measures that were shown significant
in Table 3, then any insignificant association measures were taken out of the model. After eliminating insignificant association measures, the final model shown in Model 1 includes only the
matching deviant association measure for all four types of deviance.
When deviant association was not controlled, overall, morality had a significant negative
effect on all four types of deviance, whereas religiosity had a significant negative effect on
only intemperance and drug deviance. The differences in how morality and religiosity relate to
deviance overall signify that these two morality measures are not necessarily identical nor reflect
a single morality concept. After drug association was entered into the equation (shown in Model
1). for the combined sample in Table 4, however, morality no longer showed a significantly effect
on drug deviance, while religiosity remained significant in this equation. Model 1 overall shows
that morality and religiosity combined with deviant association could not explain the gender gap
in illegal or serious deviance, as the effect of gender on these two types of deviance remained
significant.
Interestingly, it appears that gender and religiosity operate oppositely of one another on
deviance after controlling for deviant association; whereas gender was significantly related to
more strongly condemned deviance (illegal and serious deviance), religiosity was significantly
related to less strongly condemned deviance (intemperance and drug deviance). The results con
cerning religiosity’s effect on deviance are on par with past studies, which found that religiosity
plays a much more important role in preventing behaviors that concern pleasure and that are less
strongly condemned (Burkett and White 1974). Despite the importance of both morality and reli
giosity in reducing deviance, however, the effect of deviant association trumped those of morality
and religiosity on all four types of deviance.
Next, I regressed deviance on gender, three control variables, deviant association, both morality and religiosity, and interaction terms between gender and morality and gender and religiosity
(see Model 2 for the combined sample in Table 4). Each equation was re-analyzed when one of
the interaction terms was insignificant, and only significant interaction terms were included in
the final model that is reported in Model 2. Overall, all significant interaction terms indicated
that both morality and religiosity prevented the effect of deviant association on deviance, but
the preventive effect varied depending on the type of deviance. Overall, religiosity significantly

TABLE 4
Multivariate General Linear Model Regressing Deviance on Four Control Variables, Deviant Association, Morality, Religiosity, and Interaction Terms Between
Morality and Each of the Deviant Association Scales and Religiosity and Each of the Deviant Association Scales for the Combined Sample and Males and
Females Separately
Combined

Model 2
(N = 502)

Model 1
(N = 502)

Type of deviance
Intemperance
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Religiosity
Morality
Intemperance Association
Religiosity x Intemperance Association
Adj. R2
Illegal
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Religiosity
Morality
Illegal Association
Morality x Illegal Association
Adj. R2
Drug
Intercept
Gender (Males = 1)
Religiosity
Morality
Drug Association
Religiosity x Drug Association
Morality x Drug Association
Adj. R2

B

p

SE

t

B

p

SE

t

-4.796 ** 1.449 -3.310 -4.697 “ 1.439
0.214
0.206
1.040
0.229
0.205
-0.274 *** 0.076 -3.583 -0.306 *** 0.077
-0.186 *** 0.036 -5.168 -0.184 *** 0.036
0.540 *** 0.034 16.025
0.656 *** 0.052
-0.061 ** 0.021
0.518
0.525

-3.264
1.119
-3.986
-5.143
12.498
-2.868

-1.541
1.346 -1.145 -1.386
1.310
0.690 *** 0.194
0.644 ** 0.199
3.237
0.067
-0.038
0.069 -0.554 -0.054
-0.149 *** 0.033 -4.492 -0.148 *** 0.032
0.395 *** 0.039 10.167
0.323 *** 0.040
-0.056 *** 0.010
0.327
0.363

-1.058
3.562
-0.800
-4.574
8.050
-5.374

-5.984 *** 1.296 -4.618 -5.775
0.104
0.185
0.566
0.093
-0.194 ** 0.068 -2.862 -0.276
-0.058
0.032 -1.806 -0.051
0.742
0.536 *** 0.038 14.159
-0.163
-0.023
0.412
0.479

-4.727
0.533
-4.257
-1.662
13.037
-6.022
-2.168

***

1.222
0.174
*** 0.065
0.031
*** 0.057
*** 0.027
* 0.011

Females
(n = 288)

Males
(n = 214)

B

p

SE

t

-4.132

*

1.803

-2.292

-0.227 * 0.097
-0.134 ** 0.047
0.722 *** 0.069
-0.070 * 0.028
0.522

-2.338
-2.845
10.477
-2.518

1.363

0.065

0.067
-0.038
0.130 -0.293 -0.084
-0.216 *** 0.059 -3.682 -0.068
0.037
0.254 *** 0.070
3.620
0.409 *** 0.045
-0.060 ** 0.018 -3.407 -0.046 ** 0.015
0.291
0.298

-1.253
-1.855
9.183
-3.126

-9.755 *** 2.201

1.363

-1.458

-0.329 ** 0.119 -2.766 -0.222 ** 0.072
-0.071
0.051 -1.385 -0.070
0.036
0.844 *** 0.080 10.615
0.628 *** 0.068
-0.198 *** 0.043 -4.663 -0.121 *** 0.031
-0.048 ** 0.015
0.421
0.507

-3.073
-1.941
9.222
-3.846
-3.196

B

-3.125

p

SE

t

2.484 -1.258

0.088

-4.433 -1.987

TABLE 4
(Continued)
Combined

Type of deviance

Serious
Intercept
Gender (Males =1)
Religiosity
Morality
Serious Association
Morality x Serious Association
Adj. R2

B

p

SE

Males
(n = 214)

Model 2
(N = 502)

Model 1
(N=502)
t

B

p

SE

-4.051 ** 1.569 -2.582 -4.183 ** 1.561
1.142 *** 0.230
4.974
1.152 *** 0.228
0.862
0.067
0.069
0.080
0.080
-0.163 *** 0.039 -4.226 -0.164 *** 0.038
0.480 *** 0.033 14.325
0.464 *** 0.034
-0.026 * 0.010
0.459
0.465

t

B

p

SE

-2.679
5.044
0.845
-4.278
13.702
-2.580

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. All significance tests are two-tailed tests. All models include controls for age, SES, and race.

Females
(n = 288)

t

B

p

SE

t

prevented the effects of intemperance and drug association on corresponding deviant behaviors,
while morality significantly prevented the effects of illegal, drug, and serious association on
corresponding deviant behaviors. The findings shown in Model 2 overall mirror those shown in
Model 1, such that religiosity overall had a stronger preventive effect on less strongly condemned
deviance (intemperance and drug deviance), while morality, much like gender, overall had a
stronger preventive effect on more strongly condemned deviance (illegal and serious deviance).
Finally, I examined whether morality moderates the effect of deviant association on deviance
and also explains the gendered effect of deviant association on deviance reported in Table 3.
To examine this, I conducted an analysis separately for males and females and regressed deviance
on three control variables, deviant association, morality, religiosity, and the interaction terms
between morality and deviant association as well as between religiosity and deviant association
(see the models for males and females in Table 4). Table 4 reports for both males and females
only those equations with at least one significant interaction term. The results overall indicate
that morality and religiosity moderate the effect of deviant association on deviance for both
genders; however, how the two morality measures moderate the effect of deviant association
depends on the type of deviance and also on gender. Furthermore, morality and religiosity overall
failed to explain fully the gendered effect of deviant association on drug and serious deviance
reported earlier.
Table 4 shows that religiosity significantly reduced the effect of intemperance association on
intemperance deviance only for females. On the other hand, morality significantly reduced the
effect of illegal association and religiosity of drug association on the corresponding deviance
for both genders. Finally, morality significantly reduced the effect of drug association on drug
deviance only for females. There was, however, no significant moderating effect of morality with
respect to intemperance association or of both morality and religiosity with respect to serious
association on their respective deviant behaviors. Although the results are not shown, males and
females were combined and a three-way interaction term (e.g., gender, morality, and illegal association) was entered in the equation to examine the gender difference in the moderating effects of
religiosity and morality. The only three-way interaction term that was significant was the one with
gender, religiosity, and intemperance association in the equation with intemperance deviance as
the dependent variable. This indicates that religiosity significantly more strongly reduced the
effect of intemperance association on intemperance deviance for females compared to males.
Our results in Table 4 overall indicated that although morality and religiosity did moderate the
effect of deviant association on deviance for some types of deviance, the moderating effect did not
differ by gender for the most part with one exception. The one exception is the significant gender
difference in the moderating effect of religiosity found with respect to intemperance association.
Our results, therefore, indicate that morality and religiosity overall fail to explain the gendered
effect of deviant association found on drug deviance or serious deviance (see Table 3).

DISCUSSION

This study replicated Mears et al. (1998) and Piquero et al. (2005) but went further by taking into
account the dimensionality of deviance. Using four scales measuring different types of deviant
behaviors that were created based on 15 deviant behaviors, I examined how the type of deviance
conditions the expected gendered effect of deviant association on deviance. The literature

reviewed and the results of this study generated five major implications. First, the gender gap was
found in both deviance and deviant association for all four types of deviant behaviors. Confirming
the past research, moreover, the gender gap in more strongly condemned deviance/deviant asso
ciation was wider than the gender gap in less strongly condemned deviance/deviant association.
Second, deviant association explained the gender gap in less strongly condemned deviance but not
in more strongly condemned deviance. Third, the matching deviant association scale explained
deviance better than did un-matching deviant association scales. Fourth, the gendered effect of
deviant association was found on intemperance, drug, and serious deviant association on their
respective deviance scales, but the direction of the gendered effect varied depending on the type
of deviance and gender. Fifth, both morality and religiosity were found to moderate the effect
of deviant association on deviance, but the moderating effects for the most part did not differ
across gender, and morality and religiosity overall failed to explain the gendered effect of deviant
association on deviance or the overall gender gap in more strongly condemned deviant behaviors.
I now discuss each of these five points in detail in the following.
First, males are more deviant than females for all four types of deviant behaviors, and con
sistent with the past research, the gender gap in more strongly condemned deviance (illegal
and serious deviance) was significantly wider than the gender gap in less strongly condemned
deviance (intemperance and drug deviance). The results for deviant association mirrored those
for deviance, including the significantly wider gender gap found in illegal and serious association
than in intemperance and drug association.
Second, the similarity in the effect of gender on deviance and that on deviant association
led to the prediction that the gender gap in deviant association could explain the gender gap
in deviance. Indeed, deviant association explained the gender gap in less strongly condemned
deviance but failed to explain the gender gap in more strongly condemned deviance. Overall the
results indicated that males are more likely than females to engage in both intemperance and
drug deviance because males are more likely than females to associate with friends who engage
in intemperance and drug deviance, respectively. The inability of deviant association to explain
away the gender gap in more strongly condemned deviance suggests the possibility that the more
strongly condemned the deviance, the more important other factors besides deviant association
become in explaining the gender gap. As previous studies (e.g., Mears et al. 1998; Piquero et al.
2005) proposed, other factors might include morality that could affect deviance more or less
strongly depending on the level of seriousness of the deviant behaviors.
Interestingly, religiosity operated oppositely of gender on its effect on deviance when controlling for deviant association. While the effect of religiosity remained significant on intemperance
and drug deviance, its effect disappeared on illegal and serious deviance once deviant association
was controlled. The results are consistent with the past studies (e.g., Burkett and White 1974),
which found that religiosity plays a much more important role in preventing behaviors that concern pleasure and that are less strongly condemned than behaviors that are morally unambiguous
and more strongly condemned by society. It is consistent with Durkheim’s (1912) argument that
when there are clearly specified laws against behaviors, religion is unnecessary to regulate the
behaviors (see also Burkett and Ward 1993). The insignificance of religiosity on illegal and serious deviance, once controlling for deviant association, was explained by the lower likelihood
of those who are religious to associate with friends who engaged in illegal or serious deviance.
While religiosity remained important in preventing both intemperance and drug deviance, controlling for deviant association, gender remained important in explaining illegal and serious

deviance, controlling for deviant association. The comparison of the effects of religiosity and
gender on deviance after controlling for deviant association, overall, suggests that how well a
theory explains deviance or group variations in deviance might depend on the type of deviance,
and thus, it is important to take into account the dimensionality of deviance when applying a
theory. Furthermore, the similarity in the effect of morality and that of gender on deviance when
controlling for deviant association suggests that gender as a construct may reflect more than the
mere groupings by sex but an overarching behavior-regulating force, like morality, such as gen
der norms. Our results indicate that both morality and gender play much more important roles in
regulating strongly condemned behaviors like illegal and serious deviance.
Third, when it comes to deviant association, the matching deviant association scale explained
the deviance better than did un-matching deviant association scales. This is understandable
given social learning theory’s emphasis on the process of learning of a certain behavior within
the differential association, which involves learning of definitions, reinforcements, imitations,
and so on (Akers and Sellers 2012). Although the concept of “differential association’’ is
important, the likelihood that one engages in a deviant behavior is affected not just by the
deviant association but more specifically by the learning of favorable definitions about the
deviant behavior, the reinforcement for the deviant behavior one receives from others, and
the imitation of the deviant behavior. The learning of a certain deviant behavior is more
likely to occur when one associates with friends who engage in the behavior than other
behaviors.
Fourth, the gendered effect of deviant association was found on intemperance, drug, and serious deviance but not on illegal deviance. Confirming Mears et al. (1998) and Piquero et al. (2005),
our results overall indicated that drug and serious association affected males’ engagement in
corresponding deviance more strongly than females’ engagement. Additionally, our results also
indicated that how gender conditions the effect of deviant association on deviance was partially
dependent on the type of deviance. The findings offer a possible explanation why past studies
found mixed gendered effect of deviant association on deviance because studies varied in terms of
the type of deviant behaviors they examined. Specifically, the results show that drug association
had a significantly stronger positive effect on intemperance deviance among females compared
to its insignificant effect among males on the same deviant behaviors.
Fifth, both morality and religiosity were found to moderate the effect of deviant association
on deviance, but the moderating effect did not differ by gender, except for one twist, and thus,
morality and religiosity overall failed to explain the gendered effect of deviant association on
both drug and serious deviance. Table 4 shows that morality significantly reduced the effect of
illegal and drug association on corresponding deviance, but the moderating effects were found
equally among both genders. Similarly, though religiosity significantly reduced the effect of drug
association on drug deviance, the moderating effect was found equally among both genders.
Finally, though the moderating effect of religiosity on the relationship between intemperance
association and deviance was found just for females, intemperance association did not show any
gendered effect, as shown in Table 3. Finally, though females have stronger moral beliefs than
males, morality along with deviant association and religiosity overall failed to explain the gender
gap in illegal and serious deviance.
There are several limitations of this study that can generate future recommendations that I now
discuss in detail. First, the findings might have limited generalizability because the study used a
non-random sample of college students from a university. Our main objective was, however, not

the predictions but rather an examination of the gender difference in how theoretical variables
explain deviance. The use of a less deviant college-student sample, thus, makes this study a more
conservative test of the effects of theoretical variables on deviance due to the sample’s low variability on both deviance and deviant association. Nonetheless, a suggestion for future research is
the use of a more representative sample of a population of youth. Additionally, though this study
utilized a list of general deviant behaviors popularly used in delinquency studies (e.g., Elliot,
Huizinga, and Ageton 1985), more studies are needed that target serious deviant acts among
delinquents. A high variability in both less serious and more serious deviant behaviors among
delinquents might provide a more adequate comparison of the two types of deviant behaviors
in terms of how they relate to theoretical variables, like deviant association. Second, one of the
important issues with respect to social learning theory is the temporal order between deviant
association and deviance. In this study, I made an assumption theoretically concerning the temporal order of variables. Our data, however, used measures of deviance and deviant association
based on respondents’ answers that referred to the same time period (e.g., past 12 months), and
this poses a limitation in explicating the causal model across gender. Better research, therefore,
would employ the longitudinal design where the data collection of the independent variable
(deviant association) occurs prior to the data collection of the dependent variable (deviance).
Third, the findings would be enhanced had we included a scale that measured deviant behaviors that were more common among females. A suggestion for future research, therefore, is to
include at least three types of deviance: one more common among males, another more common
among females, and another equally common among males and females. It is also important for
future studies to consider theoretically classifying and constructing different types of deviance
scales, such as the one offered by Broidy and Agnew (1997), rather than using a post-facto
classification based on the factor analysis, as was the case in our study. One of the limitations
with creating deviance scales based on factor analysis results is the possibility that scales do
not show clear deviance types, and thus, overlap in terms of the type of deviance, as seen in
this study between serious and illegal deviance scales. It is also important for future studies
to examine numerous different kinds of deviant behaviors, identify if there are gender differences, and examine the patterns of such gender differences. Fourth, the data used in this study
did not ask the gender of deviant friends. Because past studies consistently found differences
in the effect of deviant association on deviance based on the gender of the deviant friends,
especially for females (e.g., Giordano 1978), it is important to consider the gender of deviant
friends. I do not believe, however, that the lack of knowledge of the gender of deviant friends
has undermined the overall findings of the study, namely the importance of taking into account
the dimensionality of deviance when examining a gendered effect of the theoretical variables on
deviance. In order to understand more fully the applicability of social learning theory as well as
the gendered effect of deviant association on deviance, however, an in-depth examination of the
quality and type of peers, including the gender of the peers, is needed. Finally, our study did not
specify theoretically or empirically what the constructs such as “gender” and “religiosity” exactly
measure. Besides signifying two different groups, the construct “gender,” for instance, could be
capturing concepts such as gender norms, gender expectations, gender roles, and so on. It is, therefore, important for future comparative, empirical studies to include measures that would explain
group characteristics overall that could then affect deviance and account for the gender gap in
deviance.
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